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Jon, the “Import” system is the most reliable. The text follows. Ruth

Dear Dr. Cragle :

Your response to the Comments of the American Scientific Review
Group (SRG) on your proposal on the “Physical Preservation of the
Existing Data for Project 1.2” (1.2A) has been reviewed.

After careful review of your response, the SRG remains concerned
that no detailed statement on how the work will be done and
whether it can be done within the proposed budget has been
provided.

The SRG suggests for you and your collaborators to identify an
appropriate contractor who would carry out the work and prepare a
detailed statement of work (including details of training) and
also prepare an itemized budget to match the work statement. Such
-“oposed contract would than be included in your proposal and

~sed for SRG review.
u
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Ruth, can’t read the text. I can read WP and WORD attachments. Jon
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I am enclosing the proposed response to Donna Cragle’s reply to the
critique of her original proposal, reviewed in June. Drs. Howe? Rush
and Samet reviewed Dr. Cragle’s response. The enclosed is their
suggestion for resolution of the remaining concerns for your review
and comments, before they can be passed on to Donna.

I just returned after 3 weeks absence from the Office.

With best regards,

Ruth - --IMA. Boundary. 711452648
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